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:  PREFACE 


This  report  is  part  of  an  overall  effort  by  the 
Leadership  and  Management  Development  Center  (LMDC) , 
Directorate  of  Research  and  Analysis,  to  consolidate  and 
save  tor  future  study  valuable  data  obtained  by 
administering  the  Organizational  Assessment  Package  (OAP) 
survey  to  thousands  of  Air  Force  personnel.  It  is  written 
in  the  style  and  format  required  by  LMDC,  which  is  an 
adaptation  of  the  style  used  by  the  American  Psychological 
Association.  The  value  of  this  report  is  that  it  focuses  on 
the  Security  Police  and  their  job  attitudes.  It  in  no  way 
is  meant  to  evaluate  the  effectiveness  of  the  Security 
Police  organisation  in  accomplishing  its  mission  of 
providing  a  secure  environment.  However,  it  examines 
factors  which  most  certainly  do  affect  the  way  and  spirit  in 
which  Security  Police  accomplish  their  mission. 

Why  study  organisational  attitudes?  LMDC  is  searching 
for  ways  to  help  organisations'  leadership  help  themselves. 
Just  as  numerous  studies  have  already  shown,  as  individuals 
become  less  involved  and  positive  about  their  work,  they 
become  more  distant  and  alienated,  thus  impacting 
productivity  and  efficiency. 


Anything  leadership  in  any  organisation  can  do  to 
('Matt,  hotter  understanding ,  improve  morale  and  promote 
<jr  oat  or  self-realisation  is  precisely  the  purpose  of  the 
LMDL  service.  Summed  up  by  Hers berg ,  Mausner,  and  Synderman 
(.1.959),  to  discover  and  then  reinforce  the  kinds  of  things 

that  make  people  happier - find  and  eliminate  the  things  that. 

make  people  unhappy — is  indeed  a  worthy  end.  tor 


Finally,  I  sincerely  thank  the  following  individuals 
for  their  contributions  in  this  endeavor:  Major  Mickey 
Danstay,  Lieutenant  Richard  Lamb,  and  Chief  Master  Sergeant 
Judy  Vermilya,  Leadership  and  Management  Development  Center 
Directorate  of  Research  and  Analysis.  Lieutenant  Colonel 
Robert  Kimball,  Leadership  and  Management  Development 
Center,  Directorate  of  Management,  Strategies  and  Education 
and  Major  Ron  Sams,  Administrati ve  Advisor,  Air  Command  and 
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EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY 


Part  of  our  College  mission  is  distribution  of  the 
students’  problem  solving  products  to  DoD 
sponsors  and  other  interested  agencies  to 
enhance  insight  into  contemporary,  defense 
related  issues.  While  the  College  has  accepted  this 
product  as  meeting  academic  requirements  for 
graduation,  the  views  and  opinions  expressed  or 
implied  are  solely  those  of  the  author  and  should 
not  be  construed  as  carrying  official  sanction. 


‘insights  into  tomorrow” 
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MAJOR  RICHARD  M.  ZIMMERMAN,  UbAF 


TITLE 


JOB  ATTITUDES  OF  UBAF  SECURITY  POLICE  PERSONNEL 


I”  Purpose:  To  determine  if  there  are  significant 
differences  between  the  job  attitudes  of  personnel  in  the 
Security  Police  field  and  those  personnel  in  other  Air  Force 
career  fields.  To  develop  recommendations  for  Headquarters 
Security  Police  for  possibly  improving  job  attitudes  within 
1 1' e  Security  F'o  1  i c e  field. 

II.  Background :  At  no  other  point  in  our  history  has  the 
issue  of  the  nation's  resources  and  their  protection  been 
more  important  than  today.  As  a  result,  the  importance  of 
the  Security  Police  and  the  successful,  accomplishment  of 
Hum  i  mission  <  arm  of:  h'>  over-  I  a  led.  Success  or  Jai  !  ui  o  is  > 
result  of  many  factors.  Ihe  Leadership  and  Man .jgomt'nt 
Development  L enter  (L.MDC)  at  Maxwell.  AFB,  Alabama  and  the 
Air  Force  Human  Resources  Laboratory  (AFHRL)  at  Brooks  AFB, 
Texas  have  jointly  developed  a  job  attitude  survey  to 
measure  some  of  the  attitudinal  factors  which  help  determine 
any  organization 's  success  or  failure.  The  Organizational 
Assessment  Package  (OAP)  is  that  survey.  Using  the  OAF 
survey,  LMDC  is  able  to  work  with  commanders  to  improve  unit 
conditions.  Primary  emphasis  is  focused  around  four  topic 
areas:  Work  Itself,  Job  Enrichment ,  Work  Group  Process ,  and 

Work  Group  Output , 


CONTINUED 


III.  Procedures  and  Results;  Nearly  -five  thousand  Security 
Police  personnel  were  sampled  through  the  OAP  survey.  Their 
results  were  compared  to  the  LMDC  data  base  of  over  one 
hundred  thousand  participants  (Table  1).  This  report 
contains  two  separate  analyses:  demographic  and 
altitudinal.  The  two-tailed  t-tests  were  performed  to 
discern  any  attitudinal  differences  between  groups  within 
officer,  enlisted  and  civilian  categories.  The  level  of 
significance  for  all  t-tests  was  alpha  =  .05.  The  results 
show  that  atti tudi nal 1 y  significant  differences  existed  in 
all  four  survey  areas  and  in  all  three  personnel  categories 
(Tables  B-l  through  B-3,  Appendix  B> .  The  Security  Police 
officers  as  a  group  responded  generally  more  positive  than 
other  officers.  For  enlisted  and  civilian  members 
significant  differences  were  noted  in  19  and  16, 
respectively,  of  the  21  OAP  attitudinal  factors,  with  the 
majority  of  the  Security  Police  response  being  less  positive 
than  the  data  base  responses  in  the  corresponding  personnel 
categories, 

IV.  Conclusions:  Communication  is  the  single  element  which 
resulted  in  the  majority  of  less  positive  responses  for 
Security  Police  personnel.  The  iacf:  of  effective 
communications  has  Impacted  on  individual  perceptions: 
concerning  job,  unit  pride  and  overall  job  satisfaction. 
Greater*  emphasis  on  the  individual  and  with  the  individual's 
importance  in  accomplishing  the  unit's  mission  is  essential 
and  required  to  improve  overall  attitudinal  perception.  The 
Security  Police  mission  is  being  accomplished  at  the  expense 
of  ur  . t  morale.  Communication  and  individual  recognition 
could  help  to  bridge  the  gap. 

V .  Recommendations; 

( J. )  The  Security  Police  should  continue  to  study  the 
areas  of  significant  differences  found  with  the  OAP  data. 
Additional  feedback  from  other  units  should  be  sought  for 
positive  initiatives. 


i : 


CONTINUED 


(2)  Greater  emphasis  on  the  importance  of  the 
individual  in  accomplishing  the  Security  Pol  i  ~e  mission 
should  he  intr oduced. 

(3)  Effective  two-way  common i cation  could  be  insured 
by  listening  to  ideas  from  the  field  and  imp]  cementing  these 
ideas  when  the  mission/situation  allows. 

<4>  Keep  training  current — don't  fill  squares  with 
repet i t i on . 

(5)  Supervisors;  of  civilians  should  ensure  a  complete 
and  thoroughly  understood  work  plan  is  being  used.  A 
frequent  review  of  the  work  plan  with  the  rates  would  ensure 
more  understanding  of  work  expectations.  Change  could  be 
made  as  necessary. 

(6)  Work  on  p r ide  b o th  in d i v i d u a 1 1 y  a n d  i n  t h e  u n 1 1 , 

Be  sure  feedback  isn't  all  negative.  Develop  an  active 
recognition  program  and  ensure  supervisors  take  the  time  and 
effort  to  make  the  recognition  program  work. 


t 
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Chapter  One 


INTRODUCTION 

This  report  -focuses  on  the  personnel  responsible  for 
security  in  the  Air  Force.  In  no  other  time  has  the  issue 
of  security  and  protecting  our  resources  been  more  critical 
than  today.  According  to  FBI  crime  statistics,  (Crime  in 
the  United  States,  1984),  "violent  crimes  as  a  whole 
recorded  a  one  percent  increase  in  1984"  (p.  13).  While  a 
one  percent  increase  in  itself  doesn't  warrant  great 
concern,  the  fact  is  that,  according  to  Justice  Department 
figures  for  1984  (Allen,  1985),  only  an  estimated  forty-nine 
percent  of  actual  crimes  committed  are  reported.  Other 
estimates  of  non -rep  or  ted  crime  reach  the  60V.  level  (Wilson, 
1973).  While  the  seriousness  of  the  situation  in  the  Air 
Force  is  nowhere  near  that  of  the  civilian  sector,  there 
still  exists  the  threat  to  life  and  property  and  the 
concerns  are  similar.  This  report  examines  the  job 
attitudes  of  officers,  enlisted  personnel,  and  civilians  in 
the  Security  Police  field  as  compared  to  Air  Force  personnel 
in  other  career  fields. 

Before  examining  job  attitudes,  however  it  is 
worthwhile  to  gain  a  basic  understanding  of  the  Security 


Police  field. 


According  to  Hit  force  Keqnl  at  ion  1 25-- 5,  Liu- 
mission  of  the  Security  Police  is  the  "security  at  the 

United  States  Air  force  mission  elements  and  resources, 
enforcement  of  the  laws  and  regulations,  and  retraining  and 
rehabilitation  of  offenders"  (p.  2-2).  This  is  a  serious 
responsibility  requiring  the  Security  Police  to  protect 
every  war-fighting  resource  the  Air  Force  owns  (Uebe?.  acfer , 
19  3-1  ■  . 

In  order  to  carry  cut  tin  ;  important  mission  the  hu' 
Force  Security  Police  force  manpower  requi r union  ts  .u  <  : 
approximately  1,100  officers,  3/  ,0u0  enlisted  personnel,  and 
2,000  civilians  (AFMF'C,  1985).  The  job  attitudes  of  people 
have  been  shown  to  affect  their  performance  and 
effectiveness  (Gibson,  Ivancevich,  St  Donnelly,  1985).  In 
order  to  help  Security  Police  leadership  understand  the 
attitudes  at  their  people,  the  present  report  examines  jot 
ate  nude  data  of  security  Police  personnel  collected  with 
the  Air  Force  Or  qani  zat a  ona  I  Assessment  Pact- age  (DAP).  'The 
GAP  ■  Apia*;  m.1i  x  '  >  is  a  survey  gue-.ii..  i  oriiun.  i  u  developed  by  the 
Air  force  Human  Resources  Laboratory  lAFHRL)  at  Brooks  APB, 
Texas  and  the  Air  Force  Leadership  and  Management 
Development  Center  (LMDC)  at  Maxwell  AFB,  Alabama,  to 
measure  a  wide  range  of  job  attitudes.  Using  the  CAP  a at a 
base  at  LMDC,  comparisons  may  be  made  between  job  attitudes 
of  personnel  in  various  commands  and  functional  areas.  Ihe 
pl  -tl  I  t  i -se  il  -  h  I  .  i.|,c  ‘•Judy,  n|li,  .J  I  l  !  Mili'i.  in  !  Ill  ii 


the  Security  Police  as  its  focus.  In  order  to  fulfill  its 
purpose,  the  research  analyzes  the  OAP  data  collected  from 
Security  Police  personnel,  with  the  goal  of  providing 
feedback  to  Security  Police  leaders  and  managers  and 
suggesting  policy  changes  when  appropriate.  To  this  end  the 
research  has  four  objectives: 

1.  To  review  relevant  background  and  organizational 
behavior  literature. 

2.  To  compare  OAP-measured  demographic  characteristics 
and  job  attitudes  of  officers,  enlisted  personnel  and 
civilians  in  the  Security  Police  field  with  the  attitudes  of 
correspondi ng  personnel  in  other  Air  Force  career  areas. 

3.  To  analyze  significant  attitudinal  differences 
between  Security  Police  personnel  and  other  Air  Force  career 
personnel . 

4.  To  develop  recommendati ons  for  Security  Police 
leaders  and  functional  support  managers  for  more  effective 
operations  within  the  Security  Police  field. 

In  order  to  address  these  objectives,  this  report 
follows  this  progression:  Chapter  Two  is  a  literature 
review  that  highlights  pertinent  previous  research.  Chapter 
Three  presents  the  methods  of  data  gathering,  including 
descriptions  of  the  DAP,  the  subjects  of  the  study,  and  the 
procedures  to  analyze  the  data.  Chapter  Four  details  the 
results  obtained  from  the  OAP  in  terms  of  demographics  and 
attitudinal  measures.  The  analysis  of  the  data  is  addressed 


in  Chapter  Five.  Chapter  Si:<  contains  conclusions  drawn 
from  this  research  project  and  recommendations  -for  Security 
Police  leaders  and  managers  on  ways  to  improve  Security 
Police  personnel's  job  attitudes. 


Chapter  Two 


LITERATURE  REVIEW 

A  significant  amount  of  research  has  been  done  by 
behavioral  scientists  on  organizational  attitudes  concerning 
the  important  determinants  of  organizations'  and 
individuals'  performance.  The  key  ingredient  concerning 
attitudinal  performance  is  motivation  (Gibson  et  al . ,  i9B5)  . 
Accordingly,  an  organization  that  best  motivates  its 
individuals  will  have  better  productivity  and  retention 
rates.  One  way  of  measuring  an  organization's  overall 
health  would  be  to  examine  its  production,  efficiency,  and 
job  satisfaction  and  attitudes  of  members  (Campbell,  1979). 
While  there  are  differing  opinions  on  how  an  organization 
best  enhances  job  satisfaction,  it  is  universally  accepted 
that  job  satisfaction  is  essential  for  effectiveness  and 
success.  Satisfaction,  simply  stated,  is  the  organi zati on ' s 
ability  to  meet  the  needs  of  individuals  in  the  organization 
(Gibson  et  al . ,  1985).  This  chapter  focuses  on  theories  and 
factors  which  determine  satisfaction  and  its  use  as  a  basis 
for  a  hypothesis  as  to  whether  there  are  significant 
differences  between  the  job  attitudes  of  personnel  in  the 


Security  Police  field  and  those  of  individuals  in  other  Air 
Force  career  fields. 

Peters  and  Waterman  ( 1982)  in  examining  top  Fortune  500 
companies  attribute  the  success  or  failure  of  a  company  to 
its  relationship  with  the  individual  employee.  Individuals 
who  feel  they  are  contributing  to  the  organization  and  are 
recognized  accordingly  enjoy  a  higher  degree  of  job 
satisfaction.  Manifestations  01  this  satisfaction  can  be 
seen  in  attitudes,  turnover  races,  absenteeism,  tardiness , 
and  grievances.  While  tangible  items  such  as  turnover  rat.es 
and  absenteeism  would  be  easier  to  define  than  attitudes, 
job  satisfaction  attitudes  are  paramount  in  this  study. 
Sibson  et  al . ,  t 1985) ,  states  tnat  job  satisfaction  is  an 

attitude  that  employees  develop  over  time.  here  are  many 
characteristics  associated  with  job  satisfaction,  but 
according  to  the  Job  Descript i  on  Index  uJDi.'  ,  (Smi  fh , 
kci  trial  1  ,  and  Hu  l  in  ,  1969/  five  character  i  sties  arc-  crucial  . 
these  five  arc  pay  and  its  equity,  job  tasks  being 
interesting  and  providing  for  ] earning  and  accepting 
r esp on s i b i 1 ity ,  p r omot i on  a 1  opoor t  un i t i es ,  super  v i s i on a 1 
interest,  and  co-workers  being  friendly,  supportive,  and 
competent.  The  CDl  describes  the  different  types  of 
awards. 

Vast  amounts  of  research  have  been  done  to  determine 
which  reward  satisfies  workers  the  most.  Lawler  t 19/1;  host 
summarizes  behavioral  science  research  on  the-  subject  of 


First,  satisfaction 


satisfaction  with  these  five  points, 
with  a  reward  is  a  result  of  how  much  of  a  reward  is 
received  and  how  much  the  individual  feels  should  be 
received.  Second,  satisfaction  is  influenced  by  what 
happens  to  others.  Third,  satisfaction  is  influenced  by 
intrinsic  and  extrinsic  rewards.  Intrinsic  rewards  are 
those  rewards  that  are  part  of  the  job,  such  as  a  sense  of 
accompl i shment .  Extrinsic  rewards  are  those  tangible  items 
such  as  pay  and  benefits.  Fourth,  satisfaction  with  a 
reward  varies  depending  on  time  in  career  and  with  the 
factors  contributing  to  the  situation.  Finally,  some 
extrinsic  rewards  lead  to  other  rewards.  The  debate 
continues  over  which  is  more  important,  intrinsic  or 
extrinsic  rewards,  but  all  researchers  agree  that  rewards 
are  very  important  to  job  satisfaction. 

One  other  element  that  may  enhance  job  satisfaction  is 
job  enrichment  or  redesigning  job  depth,  as  provided  by 
Her z berg *s  two-factor  theory  (Herzberg  et  al . ,  1959). 
Participative  management  gives  employees  greater  depth/joh 
enrichment.  Gibson  et  al . ,  (1985)  highlights  six  items  for 

supervisors  so  employees  will  have  greater  opportunities 
to  exercise  discretion.  They  are: 

1.  Direct  feedback — Should  be  timely  and  direct. 

2.  New  learning — All  jobs  should  provide  an 
opportunity  to  learn. 


7 


3.  Scheduling — The  individual  should  have  some  say  in 
their  schedule. 

4.  Uniqueness —  Each  job  should  have  some  unique 
qual i ty . 

5.  Control  over  resources — Individuals  should  have 
some  control  over  job  tasks. 

6.  Accountability — Individuals  should  be  accountable 
for  his  or  her  performance  to  the  company. 

The  si:;  elements  just  mentioned  focus  on  motivation, 
satisfaction,  and  performance.  These  same  qualities  and 
their  measurement  are  the  heart  of  the  OAP.  The  use  of  the 
OAP  and  its  results  can  be  a  significant  help  to  an 
organization  if  used  integrating  the  ideas  of  Hackman  and 
Oldham  (1980),  to  "try  to  achieve  good  person-organization 
relationships  by  adapting  jobs  to  people  as  much  as  by 
adapting  people  to  jobs."  (p.  42). 

Understanding  that  job  enrichment  is  limited  in  the 
Security  Police  field  due  to  the  unique  nature  of  the 
mission  is  a  factor  to  be  considered  in  evaluating  Security 
Police  responses  on  the  survey.  The  rules,  regulations  and 
procedures,  the  daily  routine  of  law  enforcement  and  its 
repetitive  nature  is  necessary  to  insure  the  security 
requirements  of  the  Air  Force.  These  requirements  are  all 
factors  which  limit  the  job  enrichment  capabilities  of  the 
Security  Police  field. 
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Utilizing  the  feedback  -from  the  GAP  survey  the  author 
expects  a  lower  degree  of  job  satisfaction  in  the  Security 
Police  field  than  in  other  career  areas  for  the  reasons 
previously  mentioned.  However,  the  author  expects  the 
Security  Pol  ice  to  be  equal  or  higher  in  rating  of 
I  dor  sh  I  p  )  actors ,  even  if  t  hey  do  rank  lower  in  areas  of 
<t/<  v  at  i  job  satisfaction.  the  rationale  for  thin  hypothesis 
is  based  on  the  author's  experiences  with  Security  Police 
personnel  as  a  Strategic:  Air  Command  crewmember;  the 

twenty . five  years  of  police  work,  police  teaching  and 

training,  and  legal  experience  of  Mr.  Charles  M.  Allen  II, 
head  of  the  Criminal  Justice  Department  at  Troy  State 
University;  and  the  views  of  others  like  G.W.  Wilson, 
criminologist,  author  and  teacher ,  who  place  important 
.  ■him!  t.  ■  >  n  i  s  .iii  effective  1  eader  ship  tor  success.  Ine  f  ol  J  owing 
1 1 . •  I > •  •  i  ui  1  I  explain  how  data  foi  tins  research  pi  cjud  were 
qa  l  1  it:-"  od examine  the  CAP  survey,  who  was  surveyed  ana  how 
the  data  analysis  was  conducted. 


Chapter  Three 


METHOD 

This  chapter  describes  how  the  data  used  in  this  study 
were  gathered.  It  examines  in  detail  the  following: 

1.  Instrumentation.  Explanation  of  the  survey 
questionnaire. 

2.  Data  Collection.  Explains  how  data  were  gathered. 

3.  Data  Files.  Contains  two  computer  files,  a  history 
file  and  the  active  file. 

4.  Subjects.  Involves  personnel  from  the  Security 
Police  field  and  the  LMDC  Data  Base. 

5.  Procedures.  Results  of  analyses  of  the  groups  are 
reported  in  two  separate  examinations. 

Instrumentat i on 

The  OAP  is  a  job  attitude  survey  consisting  of  a 
computer-scored  response  sheet  and  a  109-item  booklet, 
divided  into  seven  survey  modules:  Background  Information 
Section,  Job  Inventory,  Job  Desires,  Supervision,  Work  Group 
Effectiveness,  Organisation  Climate  and  Job-Related 
Satisfaction  (Ross,  1977).  (See  Appendix  C) . 

The  instrument  has  gone  through  extensive  examination 
and  evaluation  to  determine  its  usefulness  and 


effectiveness.  Extensive  studies  of  the  instrument.,  by 
Short  and  Hamilton  (1981),  Hightower  and  Short  (1982),  and 
most,  recently  Short  (1985)  consistently  found  the  GAP  to 
have  "acceptable  to  excellent  reliability"  (p.  19) .  Short 

191*5;  concludes  the  GAP  instrument,  is  adequate  for 
r  ill  i  r.'ction  of  Air  forte  systemic  data..  Short  (1935)  also 
pi  ov.  des  additional  information  about  the  instrument,  and 
•:  1  a  t  a  s  u  p  p  o  r  ting  i  t  s  use ,  thus  v  a  1  i  d  atinq  it  as  a 

d  a  i:  a . q  a  t  h  e  r  i  n  g  i  n  s  t  r  urn e n  t . 

Data  Col  1  act i on 

All  data  for  the  current  report  were  collected  as  part 
of'  LtiOC's  management  consultation  program.  The  consulting 

service  is  available  at  the  commander  s  request  and  the 
i  •".ul  is  of  l  he  survey  are  kept  confidential  between  LMDC  and 
the  i  I  ioiiI  commander .  Since  the  survey  is  given  by 
1. 1 1  v  i.  i  a  i  i  on  only,  the  GAP  is  an  opportunity  sample  of  Air 
»  or  •  i  .r  q  n  1 1  ;r  at  i  ons.  However  ,  because  each  member  of  the 
•:1  ien~  organization  who  is  present  for  duty  receives  this 
sui  and  because  the  surveys  have  been  administered  at 

ui  -merc-us  and  wide-ranging  Air  Force  installations,  the 
cuimiJ  alive  survey  data  base  represents  a  significant  portion 
•  i  ho  Air  Force  population. 


1  i  \  •' 

Management  t 

Consultation  her  vi c e  i  s 

con  duel 

Led  m  six 

<d 

> . « r ,  \  t  e 

phases:  .a. 

1  h  e  i  n  v  i  t  a  t  :i  o  n  p  h  a  s  e 

. 1.  MljC  < 

on  si  1 1  i  :t  nq 

iorvioe  is  provided  only  upon  written  request  of  a  major 
unit  commander;  (b)  The  pre-visit  phase- -consultants  from 


LMDC-  visit  unit  tor  necessary  preparation  and  to  pre-brie* 
commander  $  tc)  The  data  gathering  phase — LMOC  personnel 
administer  survey  to  unit  personnel  $  tci/  The  analysis 
phase — LMDC  examines  all  data  gathered;  (e)  f he  tai 1  or on 

visit  phase . -LMDL  personnel  return  to  surveyed  unit  to 

provide  specific  feedback  and  work  with  individual 
supervisors;  ( f )  The  follow-up  phase — LMDC  personnel 
return  to  measure  progress.  The  survey  is  again 
administered  for  a  comparative  analysis.  The  Commander  .s 

Guide  to  Air . Force . Leadership  and  Management  Consul  tad  on 

Service  (LMDC,  1983)  thoroughly  details  this  unique  LMDC 
service.  For  the  purpose  of  this  report  only  data  obtained 
during  the  initial  survey  session  (Data  Gathering/  is  used. 
In  addition  to  the  background  information  of  the  UAF', 
additional  demographic  data  such  as  age  and  sev.  are  provided 
via  the  computer . scored  response  sheet. 

The  actual  administration  of  the  GAP  is  done  in  group 
sessions  under  the  supervision  of  LMDC  personnel  only.  The 
commitment  to  an  individual's  anonymity  is  essential  for  me 
service  of  LMDC  to  be  effective.  LMDC  s  primary  purpose  1  s 
to  help  their  clients  succeed  by  leaving  them  with  ski i 1 e 
and  techniques  to  continue  improvement  in  mi sa . on 
<  m  c  i  >mp  I  i  shmen 1  .. 

Dat  a  FiJ.es 

LMDC  maintains  two  data  files  of  cumulative  data 
results,  history  and  active.  1  he  history  file  contains  the 


data  collected  through  30  September  1981,  while  the  active 


file  contains  data  collected  after  30  September  1981-  This 
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date  of  16  September  1985. 

Sub  iects 

The  Security  Police  personnel  in  this  study  are 
classified  into  three  categories:  officer,  enlisted,  and 
civilian,  all  performing  duties  associated  with  the  Air 
Force  Speciality  Code  (AFSC)  82XX  of  the  Security  Police 
field,  either  in  Air  base  Security  or  Law  Enforcement. 

Their  responses  are  compared  to  the  LMDC  Data  Base  group  who 
likewise  are  categorized  in  the  three  personnel  groupings 
but  with  differing  AFSCs.  Sample  sizes  for  the  two  groups 
are  indicated  in  Table  1.  Data  used  in  this  report  were 
obtained  from  surveys  administered  in  nine  major  commands 
(Air  Training  Command,  Strategic  Air  Command,  etc.,)  at  over 
40  locations  in  the  United  States,  Pacific  and  European 
T  heat res. 


Table  1 


Sample  Size 

of  Comparison 

Groups 

Of f i cer 

Enl i sted 

Ci vi 1 i  an 

Total 

Security  Police  107 

4,812 

40 

4,959 

Data  Base  12,517 

65,717 

24,654 

102,888 

Procedures 

This  report  contains  two  separate  an  lyses  o-f  the  GAP 
survey  responses  from  the  two  groups:  examination  1, 
'Analysis  of  Demographic  information'1;  and  Examination  c, 
"Comparison  of  Security  Police  Personnel  to  the  LilDC  Data 
Base."  The  number,  N  ,  represents  the  total  number  o-f  val  j  d 
responses  on  the  data  base  for  factors  or  items  being 
examined.  Statistical  analyses  for  this  report  were 
accomplished  using  the  appropriate  procedures  contained  in 
the  SPSS'* . User's  Guide  <  1983)  - 

Examination  1 .  Analysis  of  Demographic  Information. 

For  the  purpose  a-*  this  analysis,  the  LI1DC  data  base  was 
divided  into  two  groups.  Individuals  in  the  Security  Police 
career  field  were  Group  1 .  Group  2  were  those  remaining 
individuals  in  the  LT'IDC  data  base  who  were  not  in  the 
Security  Police  field.  SPSS  sub-- program  "Cross I  atos"  was 
used  to  characterize  the  two  groups  by  demographic 


cateqor i es . 

Examination . 2.  Comparison  of  Security  Police  personnel 

to  the  Data  Base.  For  these  analyses  security  police 
personnel  were  compared  to  the  data  base  by  personnel 
c at eg or y :  off i c er ,  en 1 i sted ,  an d  civil i an .  Two— t a i 1 ed 

t . tests  were  performed  to  discern  any  attitudi nal 

<h  f  ferences  between  groups  within  each  personnel  cateqoi  v. 
The  level  of  significance  for  a.J  1  t -tests  was  alpha  =  . OS . 


wau  al  pha. 


An  F-test  was  used  to  test  the  assumption  of  equal  variance 
groups.  Where  appropriate,  the  t-test  for  unequal  variance 
groups  was  used.  These  procedures  were  used  to  determine 
variables  for  which  Security  Police  personnel's  attitudes 
vary  significantly  from  those  of  the  data  base.  Comparisons 
were  made  in  four  areas  of  or gani 2 at i onal  functioning: 

1.  Work  itself.  Measures  perceptions  of  task 
character i sties. 

2.  Job  Enrichment.  Measures  the  degree  to  which  the 
job  itself  is  interesting,  meaningful,  challenging,  and 
responsible. 

3.  Work  Group  Process.  Assesses  the  effectiveness  of 
supervisors  and  the  process  of  accomplishing  the  work. 

4.  Work  Group  Output.  Measures  task  performance, 
group  development,  and  effects  of  the  work  situation  on 
qroup  members.  Assesses  perceptions  of  quality  and 
quantity  of  task  performance.  Assesses  pride  and 
satisfaction  individuals  have  in  their  jobs. 

See  Appendix  C  for  the  OAF’  Factors  and  variables  which 
comprise  these  areas. 

In  the  next  chapter  the  author  presents  the  results  of 
these  anlyses  in  two  different  examinations  of  the  data. 


Chapter  Four 


RESULTS 

This  chapter  presents  results  of  the  comparison  of 
Security  Police  personnel  with  Air  Force  personnel  in  other 
career  -fields  using  data  -from  the  QAP  survey. 

Examination  1:  Analysis  o-f  Demographic  In-formation 

Tables  1  through  21,  Appendix  A,  provide  detailed 
descriptive  in-formation  about  Security  Police  personnel  who 
have  responded  to  the  QAP  survey.  There  were  107  Security 
Police  officers  in  the  study  group.  The  typical  Security 
Police  officer  has  more  than  12  years  in  service,  has  18  to 
36  months  at  present  duty  station,  has  more  than  36  months 
in  the  career  field,  and  more  than  18  months  in  present 
position.  More  than  02*/.  are  white.  The  typical  Security 
Police  officer  is  married,  with  46’/.  of  the  spouses  employed. 
Thirty-six  percent  of  the  officers  hold  advanced  academic 
degrees.  More  than  94’/.  are  supervisors  and  26’/.  supervise  at. 
least  nine  people.  Seven  percent  do  not  write  performance 
reports.  Over  857.  indicate  they  either  will  or  will  likely 
make  the  Air  Force  a  career. 

The  total  number  of  enlisted  Security  Police  personnel 
in  the  study  was  4,812'..  The  median  time  in  service  for 


enlisted  Security  Police  personnel  is  just  over  4  years. 
Nearly  a  third  have  18  to  36  months  on  station.  Almost  50"/. 
have  more  than  36  months  in  the  career  -field.  More  than  25% 
have  been  in  their  present  position  less  than  6  months. 
Seventy-two  percent  are  white  and  17”/.  are  black,  while  only 
57.  are  Hispanic.  Forty-three  percent  are  not  married,  567. 
are  married,  with  457.  of  the  spouses  employed.  Two  percent 
have  college  degrees,  and  45%  have  some  college  but  no 
degree.  More  than  617.  of  the  enlisted  members  are  not 
supervisors  and  do  not  write  performance  reports. 

Twenty-four  percent  report  their  supervisor  does  not  write 
their  performance  report  or  are  not  sure  who  does. 

Forty-four  percent  indicated  they  will  either  definitely  or 
likely  make  the  Air  Force  a  career,  237.  indicated  maybe,  and 
307.  reported  they  are  probably  not  career  minded. 

Only  40  civilians  were  included  in  the  Security  Police 
sample.  More  than  50%  of  the  Security  Police  civilians  have 
over  :L2  years  federal  service,  and  787.  have  more  than  36 
months  at  their  present  duty  stations.  Eighty-seven  percent 
have  more  than  36  months  in  the  career  field,  and  more  than 
647.  have  been  in  their  present  position  more  than  36  months. 
Seventy-five  percent  are  high  school  graduates,  and  10%  have 
a  bachelor's  degree.  [Eighteen  percent  are  supervisors. 

Seven  I y . four  percent  reported  that  their  supervisor  writes 

their  0ER/APR  appraisal,  while  26%  don't  know  or  aren't,  sure 
who  writes  their  report.  More  than  817.  are  likely  to  make 


and 


Li  vi  i  Service  a  career,  while  l6>“/.  responded  maybe 
reported  they  are  probably  not  inclined  toward  a  civil 
s  e  r  v  i  c  e  c  a  t  •  e  e  i  - .. 

In  general  „  demographical  ly  I  he  liGcu.-ity  Pol  i  ce  do  ■' 
differ  much  from  the  Data  Base.  However ,  there  are  sever  ? > 
items  where  some  big  differences  do  occur.  They  ares  tovai 

■force?  make . up,  time  m  Air  Force,  non-high  school  graduates  . 

Phase  1  S'.  2  Professional  Military  Education,  communication 
w i t h  sup er v i sor s ,  i t s  e f t ec t i yen ess .  r a ted  p - esen c e  an d 
career  i nten t . 

I.  •  ,»in  i  i  i.xt  :i » >i  •  ...  ::  t.ompar  :i  sr.n  i;u  GecuriJ.y;  f'ol  icc  Person  no  ■  •  <.  • 

Data .  .base.. 

Twenty-one  DAP  factors  were  considered  far  this 
analysis  anti  significant  atti tudinal  differences  were  fou.no 
between  Security  Police  personnel  and  non— Security  Police 
personnel  on  all  of  these  factors.  The  differences  exist  in 
all  four  areas  of  organisational  functionings  Work  itself. 
•Joa  ['.nricnmerit ,  Wor  t  Group  Process ,  and  the  Won-  Group 
Output .  The  following  paragraphs  discuss  the  altitudinal 
■  1  i  f . erenc»s . 


I  B 


Security  Police  of  hirers  were  -found  to  be  significantly 
<’iiferent  from  other  officers  on  only  5  of  the  21  (JrtP 
♦  actors.  Security  Police  officers  for  this  analysis 
o;.  pressed  more  positive  views  on  4  of  those  5  factors.  (See 
Table  1,  Append!:-;  B)  .  Factors  in  the  following  areas  were 
significantly  different  for  Security  Police  officers. 

In  the  work  itself,  Security  Police  officers  indicated 
■heir  jobs  were  more  repetitive. 

For  job  enrichment.  Security  Police  officers  wore  less 
posi • i 'ft-  about  being  able  to  complete  a  'whole"  task. 

1 1»  iwever  they  were  more  positive  about  the  sigrii  f  j  carice  of 

their  job. 

In  wort:  group  process,  Security  Police  officers  were 
more  positive  about  their  management  and  supervision. 

Finally,  for  the  work  group  output.  Security  Police 
officers  reported  a  more  positive  perception  of  advancement 
ana  recognition  than  other  officers. 


yy . Police 

1  nl  i  sted Me.iihi 

ers  vs  ■■ . Oth er 

Jin.li.stei 

d  Member- 

•••ri i.r  :i  tv  P 

( >  1  !  c  O'  ei  1 1.  i  >•-  fed 

member  •■■  wer  e 

less  |>o 

i;  <  1  ,i  s/e 

•1  i  or  till  i 

>1  ed  per sonne  1. 

on  .1.  /  of  the 

21  DAP 

t  actors 

aria  I  vv  ed  „  On  two  factors  Security  Police  enlisted  members 
were  more  positive  than  other  enlisted  personnel.  (See 
■able  2,  Append  i;<  B;  .  The  19  factors  with  significant 


differences  are  in  all  four  areas  of  organizational 
functioning. 

In  the  work  itself  area  Security  Police  enlisted 
members  were  significantly  less  positive  in  attitudes 
concerning  Job  Performance  Goals,  Task  Characteristics,  and 
Task  Autonomy.  Like  the  officers,  these  members  feel  their 
jobs  require  more  Work  Repetition.  However,  the  data  show 
they  desire  repetitive  tasks  more  than  other  enlisted 
personnel  do.  Finally  in  this  area,  these  members  are  less 
satisfied  with  the  on-the-job  and  technical  training  they 
recei ved. 

In  the  area  of  job  enrichment  all  factors  were  scored 
significantly  different,  predominantly  less  positive  by 
Security  Police  enlisted  members.  The  enlisted  Security 
Police  members  reported  a  lower  variety  of  tasks,  and  not 
being  able  to  carry  a  job  through  to  completion  as 
frequently.  They  reported  less  positive  feeling  about  the 
importance  of  the  job  and  the  job  itself  did  not  provide  as 
much  direct  feedback  concerning  their  performance.  They 
expressed  a  lower  need  for  job  enrichment.  The 
significantly  lower  Job  Motivation  Index  reflects  the  less 
positive  responses  on  its  component  factors. 

The  work  qroup  process  was  another  area  the  Security 
Police  enlisted  members  reported  less  favorable  perceptions 
than  the  other  enlisted  members  about  overall,  supervision 
and  management.  Security  Police  enlisted  personnel  reported 


their  work  performance  was  more  hindered  by  additional 
duties,  details,  inadequate  tools,  equipment,  or  work  space 
and  that  organi zat i onal  communications  was  not  as  open  and 
adequate  to  accomplish  the  job. 

The  last  area  with  significant  differences  between 
Security  Police  and  other  enlisted  members  is  the  work  group 
output.  All  factors  in  this  area  had  less  positive  results 
for  Security  Police  enlisted  personnel  than  other  enlisted 
personnel.  The  Security  Police  enlisted  group  reported  a 
feeling  of  less  Pride  in  their  work.  They  also  perceived 
their  work  as  having  less  quality  and  productivity,  compared 
to  other  enlisted  members.  Concerning  job  satisfaction,  the 
Security  Police  enlisted  member  feels  less  satisfaction  with 
his/her  job  and  additionally  they  perceive  the  General 
Organizational  Climate  as  being  less  favorable  than  that 
experienced  by  other  enlisted  members. 

Security  Pol  ice  Ci vi  1 j  ans  vs.  Other  Civilians 

Table  3,  Appendix  B,  shows  that  for  16  of  the  21  GAP 
factors  studied,  Security  Police  civilians  were 
significantly  different  from  the  data  base.  One  factor  was 
more  positive  and  15  were  less  positive.  The  differences  in 
the  four  areas  are  as  follows; 

In  the  work  itself  area  the  Security  Police  civilians 
state  they  are  less  clear  on  Job  Performance  goals. 

Security  Police  civilians  were  significantly  more  negative 

21 


V  'Vi  : 


about  their  Task  Characteri st ics  as  well  as  Task  Autonomy. 
Like  other  Security  Police  members,  civilians  feel  their 
jobs  are  more  repetitious.  Finally,  in  this  area,  Security 
Police  civilians  were  less  satisfied  with  the  training  they 
recei ved. 

For  job  enrichment,  Security  Police  civilians  feel  less 
positively  regarding  the  skill  variety  required  of  them  in 
their  jobs.  Task  Identity  was  the  second  less  positive 
unanimous  factor  for  all  Security  Police  personnel. 

Civilians  also  feel  less  favorable  about  not  being  able  to 
complete  their  work  from  start  to  finish.  Security  Police 
civilian  personnel  feel  that  there  is  a  significant  lack  of 
feedback  about  their  performance  compared  to  other 
civilians.  Security  Police  civilian  personnel  also  reported 
less  overall  motivating  potential  than  did  the  other 
civilians  on  the  Job  Motivation  Index. 

In  the  work  group  process  area,  Security  Police 
civilians  show  significant  differences  in  the  communication 
and  management  factors.  Security  Police  civilian  personnel 
report  a  more  negative  rapport  with  supervisors  and  perceive 
a  less  open  communications  environment  in  the  organization. 

Finally,  in  work  group  output,  Security  Police  civilian 
personnel  rated  all  factors  in  this  area  more  negatively 
than  did  the  data  base.  They  feel  less  Pride  in  their  work. 

They  feel  they  are  not  as  well . prepared  for  promotion  and 

receive  less  recognition.  Security  Police  civilians  were 


more  negative  about  group  ef -feet i ven ess.  In  rating  areas 

concerning  job  satisfaction  the  civilian  Security  Police 
personnel  were  less  satisfied  with  factors  surrounding  the 
job.  On  the  last  factor  in  this  area,  General 
Organi zational  Climate,  the  Security  Police  civilian 
personnel  reported  a  lesser  spirit  of  teamwork  and 
organizational  pride. 

This  chapter  addressed  areas  and  factors  where 
significant  differences  occurred  in  the  data.  The  following 
chapter  will  interpret  these  results. 
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Chapter  Five 


DISCUSSION 

This  chapter  discusses  the  i nterpretat i ons  o-f  the 
results  presented  in  the  preceding  chapter.  Due  to  the  -few 
(■five)  significant  differences  found  between  the  Security 
Police  officers  and  the  data  base  officers  and  the  number 
and  similarities  in  the  significant  differences  reported  by 
Security  Police  enlisted  members  and  civilian  members  the 
findings  are  discussed  using  the  format  of  Chapter  Four,  two 
examinations.  Examination  1,  demographic  information  and 
Examination  2,  comparing  the  responses  of  Security  Police 
personnel  to  the  LMDC  Data  Base  by  QAP  areas:  Work  Itself, 
Job  Enrichment,  Work  Group  Process,  and  Work  Group  Output. 

Examination  1: . Discussion  of  Demoaraphic 

Inf ormation 

Security  Police  officers  for  the  most  part  mirror  their 
fellow  Air  Force  officers  demographi cal  1 y.  One  factor  that 
shows  the  biggest  difference  is  time  in  present  position,  36 
months  or  more  versus  less  than  6  months  for  the  data  base. 

A  possible  explanation  for  this  stability  trend  for  Security 
Police  officers  is  that  the  majority  of  Security  Police 
officers  are  in  a  position  of  command. 


Demographi cal  1 y  the  Security  Police  enlisted  and 


civilian  personnel  mirror  the  data  base.  These  findings 
make  the  OAP  attitudinal  results  even  more  interesting 
because  any  differences  between  the  Security  Police  and  the 
data  base  are  more  likely  due  to  the  work  environment  and 
the*  lob  itself  and  not  as  a  result  of  the  demographic 

make-up  of  the  groups. 

i 

I  Examination  2:  Discussion  of  Security  Police  personnel  in 

! 

the  Four  Areas  of  Qraani zati onal  Functioning 
The  data  supports  the  generalisation  that,  compared  to 
the  data  base,  the  majority  of  Security  Police  personnel  are 
not  as  satisfied  with  their  jobs  as  a  whole.  The  following 
is  a  discussion  of  the  results. 

Work  Itself 


The  nature  of  Security  Police  work  has  two  unique 
characteristics:  it  is  a  very  visible  job,  and  the  nature 

of  the  work  is  highly  repetitious.  Usually  the  first 
individual  one  encounters  at  an  Air  Force  installation  is  a 
member  of  the  Security  Police.  They  maintain  that  high 
visibility  throughout  the  base.  Unfortunately  people  are 
more  apt  to  criticise  than  to  compliment  the  Security  Police 
personnel.  Work  Repetition  was  rated  more  negatively 
unanimously  for  all  categories.  As  was  pointed  out  in 
Chapter  2,  the  nature  of  the  Security  Police  mission  is  the 
culprit.  For  the  Security  Police  officer  there  aren't  many 


mmmssss& 


changes  in  daily  shift  briefings,  the  enlisted  member  finds 
patrol  and  point  guard  duties  very  repetitious  and  the 
civilian  Security  Police  personnel  find  filing  and  paper 
work  to  be  a  never  changing  or  challenging  task. 

For  the  Security  Police  officers  the  data  show  that 
they  understand  their  mission  and  feel  to  a  reasonable 
extent  that  they  have  a  degree  of  control  over  their  work 
and  are  well  trained  to  accomplish  their  tasking.  Again, 
except  for  work  repetition,  in  this  particular  area  Security 
Police  officers  perceptions  mirror  those  of  the  data  base. 

The  Security  Police  enlisted  members'  perceptions  in 
this  area  differ  greatly  from  those  of  the  officers  as  well 
as  those  enlisted  members  from  the  data  base.  All  factors 
were  perceived  less  positively  than  the  data  base  enlisted 
except  in  two  areas,  and  those  have  a  negative  connotation. 
The  enlisted  member  feels  the  job  lacks  depth  and  is  very 
repetitious,  however,  they  as  a  group  showed  a  tendency  to 
desire  repetitious  tasks.  The  rules  and  regulations 
governing  their  duties  give  little  latitude,  which  is 
probably  a  big  factor  in  their  desire  tor  repetition. 
Finally,  in  the  area  of  job  training,  the  enlisted  members 
are  not  as  satisfied  with  the  methods  or  with  their 
instructors'  competence.  This  particular  item,  when  viewed 
in  light  of  their  attitudes  toward  repetition  and  several 
factors  in  other  areas,  tends  to  make  this  factor  and  how  it 
was  scored  more  understandable. 
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Security  Police  civilians  also  feel  the  frustrations  of 


work  repetition.  However,  in  this  area,  as  in  others, 
communications  seems  to  be  the  source  of  the  problem.  This 
is  unfortunate  because  there  is  a  requirement  for  ail 
civilians  to  have  a  written  work  plan.  This  plan  is  agreed 
upon  by  both  the  individual  and  their  supervisor.  In 
developing  and  reviewing  the  work  plan  this  would  be  an 
excellent  time  to  address  irritants  in  the  area  of  Work 
Itself.  Another  factor  which  can  be  stated  as  an  irritant 
is  that  in  the  Security  Police  field  civilians  tend  not  to 
be  in  supervising  positions,  777.  reported  in  the  OAP  survey 
that  they  are  not  supervisors. 

Job  Enrichment 

Security  Police  officers  feel,  although  they  do  not  get 
to  complete  many  jobs  from  start  to  finish,  their  work  is 
important  and  has  a  significant  impact  on  the  overall  Air 
Force  mission.  As  a  result,  we  see  the  officers' 
perceptions  are  that  their  job  has  depth  and  room  for  growth 
and  promotional  opportunities,  which  is  a  positive  effect  we 
see  in  other  areas. 

the  enlisted  members  rated  every  item  in  this  area  less 
positively  than  the  data  base.  Two  items  in  this  area  which 
are  essential  to  any  organi zati on ' s  success  are  obviously 
lacking.  These  enlisted  members  do  not  see  their  importance 
to  the  overall  Air  Force  mission  and  the  lack  of  feedback, 
especially  positive  feedback,  has  certainly  been  influential 
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in  the  way  the  enlisted  member  sees  his  or  her  position, 


Again,  the  factors  of  repetition,  the  nature  of  police  work 


and  communications  are  the  culprits. 


The  civil .an  perceptions  are  much  the  same  as  those  or 


the*  en  t  rated  members.  However,  they  see  their  roi  a  as 


Significant  and  their  need  for  enrichment  to  the  same  deqrt? 


as  the  data  ha 


Work . Group  Progress 


For  Security  Police  officers ,  the  onlv  significant 


difference  was  a  more  positive  attitude  toward  management 


and  supervision.  This  indicates  from  their  perspective  the 


organization  is  well  organized  and  efficiently  lee. 


The  enlisted  member  feels  however  tnat  tnera  arc- 


barriers  tc  accomplishing  their  tasks.  In  tins  area , 


problems  in  communicating  within  the  organ  iz  at  i  on  so  than. 


the  orqani 2 at  ion  could  be  more  effect! ve  wore  noted. 


W 5 ir  I- ■; . Gr; o 1 1  p  .  U utpu t 


The  Securi ty  Police  officer  finds  the  challenges  of 


Security  Police  work  advantageous  to  recognition  and 


advancement.  This  attitude  and  perception  is  consistent 


with  their  views  in  regard  to  the  responses  in  the  other 


areas. 


Because  the  views  expressed  in  this  area  by  both 


ecurity  Police  enlisted  and  civilians  were  ldentica1  and 


I'fian  1  m i. > u a  1  h •  * v  a r e  t r e a t e d  1  o q e l: h e r  in  liu  s  a r e a , 


overall  1  ack  of  enthusiasm,  pride  anc  teamwork  prevai 1  in 
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this  area.  The  synergistic  effects  of  the  other  areas  are 


reflected  by  those  two  groups  being  so  negative  in  this 
final  area. 

The  degree  of  difference  between  the  officers,  the  data 
base,  and  the  Security  Police  enlisted  and  civilian 
personnel  is  significant.  What  can  be  done  to  change  these 
perceptions  and  attitudes  and  help  the  Security  Police 
organization  in  its  mission  is  the  topic  of  the  next 
chapter . 
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Chapter  Six 


CONCLUSIONS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS 
The  OAP  study  shows  that  Security  Police  officers  are 
generally  satisfied  with  their  jobs.  The  results  show  their 
needs  are  met,  they  feel  challenged  and  feel  they  are 
recognized  and  promoted  accordingly.  However,  the  enlisted 
and  civilian  members  of  those  same  organizations  see  a 
completely  different  picture.  Basically  their  needs  are  not. 
being  met,  which  is  reflected  in  the  less  positive  attitudes 
expressed  about  the  Security  Police  organization.  These 
highlighted  areas  need  attention  and  steps  need  to  be  taken 
in  the  areas  of  significant  differences  so  as  not  to 
jeopardize  the  security  of  the  United  States  Air  Force. 

Concl usi ons 

The  single  biggest  factor  impacting  perceptions  for  all 
three  categories  of  Security  Police  personnel  is 
communication.  This  single  element  has  affected  every  area 
examined  by  the  OAP.  Organizational  effectiveness  depends 
on  communication.  Communication  is  the  link  that,  connects 
all  the  separate  parts  together  and  connects  the 
organization  with  its  environment.  This  point  is  really 
emphasized  and  shown  to  be  undeniable  when  examining  the 


different  factors,  particularly  those  with  significant 
differences:  performance  goals,  feedback,  training,  pride, 

recognition,  effectiveness  and  satisfaction  element.  While 
unnecessary  to  mention  them  all,  certainly  communication  is 
a  factor  in  each. 

The  hypothesis  stated  that  leadership  factors  from  the 
Security  Police  personnel  would  be  equal  or  higher  than 
those  of  the  data  base,  the  results  showed  that  to  be  true. 
In  fact,  it  was  the  only  factor  of  the  twenty-one  which  had 
positive  responses  from  all  of  the  categories.  It  shows 
that  some  communication  is  happening.  Everything  a 
supervisor  does  communicates  something  to  somebody,  but  it 
appears  to  be  one  way,  from  the  top  down. 

Recommendations 

1.  Security  Police  continue  to  study  the  areas  of 
significant  differences. 

2.  Emphasise  the  importance  of  individuals  in  the 
accomplishment  of  the  Security  Police  mission. 

i.  Ensure  two  way  communications — use  ideas  from  the 
field . implement  when  mission/situation  allows. 

4.  Keep  training  current — update  the  new  ideas,  don't 
fill  squares  with  repetition. 
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5.  Supervisors  of  civilians  ensure  a  complete  and 
thoroughly  understood  work  plan  is  used  and  review  it  often 
with  ratee. 

6.  Work  on  pride  for  both  the  individual  and  the  unit. 
Ensure  feedback  isn't  all  negative.  Have  an  active 
recognition  program — supervi sors  take  the  time?  to  make  it 
wor  k . 
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Appendix  A 


I  Table  A-l 

I 

I  Number  o-f  Respondents  by  Personnel  Category 


Security  Police 
<n> 

4959 


Data  Base 
(n ) 

102888 


CMTicer  107  1251/ 
Enlisted  4812  65717 
Civilians  40  24654 


Table  A- 2 

Sex  by  Personnel  Category 


Secur i ty 

Pol  ice 

Data 

Base 

Mai  e  ('/.) 

Femal  e  (7. ) 

Male  (’/.) 

Femal  e  (' 

n  ==  4720 

220 

83055 

1 9467 

Of  -f  i  cer 

01.9 

07.3 

13.  1 

08.  0 

Enl i sted 

97.  4 

89.  1 

69 .  3 

41 . 4 

Civilians 

00.7 

03 .  6 

17.6 

50 . 6 

I 
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Appendix  A 


Table  A-3 


Age  by 

Personnel 

Category 

- Security  Police - 

- Data  Base 

Off  (7.) 

Enl  (7.) 

CivC/.) 

Off  (7.) 

Enl  (7.) 

Civ  (7.) 

n 

107 

4012 

40 

12517 

65710 

24648 

I  / 

to 

20 

Yrs 

O0 .  0 

2’  1 . 8 

00.  0 

00.  1 

13.  2 

0 1 . 2 

21 

t  o 

125 

Yrs 

08.  4 

47.5 

07 . 5 

12.2 

37.4 

06 . 2 

26 

to 

30 

Yrs 

28.9 

16.  1 

27.  5 

28.  1 

19.7 

10.5 

31 

to 

".f  KT 

Yrs 

27.2 

08 . 3 

07 . 5 

23-  5 

15.0 

14.4 

36 

to 

40 

Yrs 

23.  4 

03.9 

02.5 

19.5 

10.  2 

14.  1 

41 

to 

45 

Yrs 

09.3 

01. 5 

17.5 

11.0 

03.  1 

12.6 

46 

to 

50 

Yrs 

00 .  0 

00.  1 

10.  0 

03.  5 

00.  7 

14.0 

>5C 

Yr 

c.: 

02.  8 

00.  5 

27.5 

02.  1 

00.7 

27 . 0 

Table  A-4 
Time  in  Air  Force 


- Security  Police -  - Data  Base 


Off  (7.) 

Enl  (7.) 

Civ  (7.) 

Off  (7.) 

Enl  (7.) 

X 

> 

•  H 

U 

n  - 

107 

4797 

37 

12496 

65545 

21848 

1  Yr 

0 1 . 0 

11.0 

02.7 

03.3 

06.  7 

05.  1 

1 

t  o  2 

Yr  s 

04.7 

15.4 

00 . 0 

05.3 

11.8 

05.  1 

t  o  3 

Yrs 

04.7 

18.8 

05.  4 

07.6 

12.0 

05.2 

to  4 

Yrs 

05 . 6 

14.8 

02.7 

07.2 

11.1 

04.9 

4 

to  t< 

Yrs 

26.  1 

17.7 

2 1 . 6 

21.7 

20.  7 

11.8 

U 

to  12 

!  Yrs 

16.  8 

10.  1 

16.2 

16.2 

13.  2 

12.5 

1 2  V  r  n 

41.1 

12.2 

51 . 4 

38.7 

24.5 

55 .  4 

Table  A-5 


Append i;;  A 


Months  in  Present  Career  Field 


- Security  Police -  - Data  Base - 


n  = 

Off  (7.) 
107 

Enl  (7.) 
4784 

Civ  (7.) 
39 

Off  (7.) 
12428 

Enl  (7.) 
65335 

Civ  (7.) 
24006 

<  6  Mos 

03.7 

04.9 

02.  6 

05.2 

04.9 

05 . 6 

6  to  12  Mos 

04.7 

09 . 4 

05.  1 

07.7 

07.9 

07.  3 

12  to  18  Mos 

00.  9 

08 . 6 

00.0 

07.9 

08.  2 

06.  1 

18  to  36  Mos 

15.9 

26.6 

05.  1 

21.6 

20.  5 

13.5 

>36  Mas 

74.8 

50.3 

87.2 

57.6 

58.5 

67 . 5 

Table  A-6 

Months  at  Present  Duty  Station 


- Security  Police -  - Data  Base-- . - . — 

8ff<7.)  Enl  r/.)  C  i  v  ( 7. )  Off  (*/.)  Enl  (7.)  Civ  (7.) 


n  =: 

107 

4779 

40 

124/8 

65397 

24085 

<  6  Mos 

20.  6 

18.7 

07.5 

13.8 

15.  1 

06.3 

6  to  12  Mos 

22.  4 

18.8 

02.5 

16.5 

18.5 

07.9 

12  to  18  Mos 

13.  1 

18.9 

02.5 

16.4 

15.9 

06.  2 

18  to  36  Mos 

35.  5 

31.6 

10.  0 

36 . 0 

32.2 

15.2 

>36  Mos 

08 . 4 

12.0 

77.5 

17.3 

18.3 

64.4 

Table  A-7 


Append!::  A 


Months  in  Present  Position 


- Security  Police -  - Data  Base - 


n  = 

Off  (7.) 
107 

Enl  (7.) 
4768 

Civ  (7.) 

39 

Off  (7.) 
12467 

Enl  (7.) 
65316 

Civ  (7.) 
24238 

<  6  Mos 

29.  9 

27.7 

07.7 

26.4 

27.  7 

13.9 

6  to  12  Mos 

21.5 

24.2 

1  2 

24.7 

24.  1 

14.8 

12  to  18  Mos 

13.  1 

16.7 

02.6 

17.  1 

16.3 

10.3 

18  to  36  Mos 

27.  1 

24.  5 

15.4 

24.7 

22.  6 

19.7 

>36  Mas 

08.4 

06.9 

64.  1 

07.  1 

09.  3 

41.3 

Table  A-8 
Ethnic  Group 


- Security  Police -  - Data  Base - 

Off  <’/.)  Enl  C/.)  Civ  (7.)  Of  f  (7.)  Enl  (7.)  Civ  (7.) 


n  =  107  4776 


1 n  d i an 

00.  0 

01.4 

Asi  an 

00.9 

0 1 . 5 

HI  act 

11.2 

16.8 

111  span  i  c 

02.8 

05.  1 

Whi  te 

82.3 

71.8 

Other 

02.8 

03.  4 

40 

12453 

65253 

24270 

00 . 0 

00.  7 

0 1 . 4 

01 . 3 

00.  0 

01.5 

02 . 0 

02.8 

■  > 

05.8 

16.  2 

09.6 

00 . 0 

02.  7 

05.  2 

16.  2 

75.0 

87.6 

71.5 

6  7.2 

02.5 

02.  0 

03 . 6 

02.9 

Table  A-9 


Appendi 


A 


Marital  Status 


- Security  Police -  - Data  Base- . . . - 


n  = 

Off  (7.) 
107 

Enl  <7.) 
4802 

CivC/.) 

40 

Of  f  ( 7. ) 

12506 

Enl  (7.) 
6559V 

G  i  v  ( 7. ) 
2458i ) 

Not  Married 

16.  8 

42.8 

17.5 

21 . 1 

cr  tr 
s.J 

18.6 

Marr i ed 

83.2 

55.  9 

77.5 

77.3 

62.  7 

75.4 

Single  Parent 

00 . 0 

0 1 . 3 

05 . 0 

01.6 

02 »  3 

06. 0 

Table  A- 10 

Spouse  Status:  Security  Police 


Geographical ly 
Off  (7.)  Enl  r/.) 
8  195 


Separated  - Not 

CivC/.)  Of  f  (7.) 
3  8 1 


Geo .  Sep  a r a t ed . 

En  1  <  7. )  i  .  i  ✓  (  7.  i 
248/  20 


Civilian  Employed  62.5  57.9 
Not  Employed  12.5  31.3 
Military  Member  25.0  10.8 


00 . 0 
1 00 . 0 
00 . 0 


30 . 9 
58 . 0 
11.1 


33 . 0 
56.4 
10.6 


57. 
42. 

00 . 0 


Table  A-ll 

Spouse  Status:  Data  Base 


n 

i  = 

Geograph i cal  1 y 
Off  (7.)  Enl  (7.) 
418  3308 

Separated 
Civ  (7.) 

1 066 

- Not  Geo.  Separated  - 

Off  (7.)  Enl  (7.)  Civ  (7.) 
9250  37807  17458 

Civilian 

Emp 1 oyed 

58.8 

58.  6 

69 . 3 

34.2 

38.2 

54  .  .1 

Not  Emp 1 ( 

/ed 

20.  1 

26.  1 

17.5 

57.  1 

47.4 

34 . 3 

Mi  1 i tary 

Member 

21.1 

15.3 

13.  2 

8.7 

14.4 

1  1  .  A 

40 


CD  f  O 


Table  A- 12 


Appendix  A 


Educational  Level 

^  - Security  Police -  - Data  Base - 


n  = 

Of -f  <7.) 
107 

Enl  <7.) 
4790 

Civ  (7.) 

39 

Off  (7.) 
12483 

Enl  (7.) 
65478 

Ci  v(7.) 
2  4  yt  1 9 

Non  HS  Graduate 

00.  0 

00 .  9 

02.  6 

oo .  0 

00.  / 

05.  4 

H!  >  Gr  ad  or  GED 

O0.  0 

5 1 . 2 

28.2 

<X> .  2 

44.  / 

29 .  o 

2  yrs  college 

00.9 

33.  7 

-y  t 

00 . 2 

34 . 6 

23.9 

>  2  yrs  college 

00 .  0 

11.9 

25.6 

01.4 

16.1 

10.  3 

Bachelor's  Degree 

62.7 

01 . 9 

1 0 . 3 

52.9 

03 . 3 

15. 2 

Master's  Degree 

35 . 5 

00 . 4 

00 . 0 

37.  1 

00 .  5 

07 .  1 

Doctoral  Degree 

00 .  9 

00 . 0 

00 . 0 

08.  2 

00.  1 

01. 1 

Table  A . 13 

Professional  Military  Education 


n  = 

- Security  Pol 

Off  (7.)  Enl  (7.) 
107  4801 

ice - 

Ci  v  (7.) 

40 

Of  f  ( 7. ) 

1 2500 

-Data  Base- 
Enl  (7.)  C 
65562 

:i  V  (7.) 
24520 

None 

26.  2 

42.9 

67.5 

34.  5 

30.  8 

78.6 

Phase  1  or  2 

02.8 

31.6 

07.5 

0 1 . 0 

29.8 

07.5 

Command  Academy 

07.5 

20.0 

1 0 . 0 

02.  1 

31.2 

06.  1 

Sr  NC0  Academy 

00 . 0 

02.3 

05.0 

00 .  2 

05.  1 

02. 0 

SOS 

41 . 1 

00.  1 

00 . 0 

26.6 

00 . 2 

01 . 1 

Int  Service  Sch 

14.0 

03 . 0 

1 0 . 0 

23.4 

02 . 9 

03.  4 

Sr  Service  Sch 

O 

CO 

00.  1 

00 . 0 

12.3 

00.  1 

0 1 . 3 

41 
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Table  A- 14 


Number  of  People  Directly  Supervised 


- Security  Police - 

Of  f  <7.)  Enl  (7.)  Civ  (7.) 
107  4286  31 


- Data  Base - - - . 

Off  (/i)  Enl  (7.)  Civ  (7.) 
11767  59706  20271 


Ni 

one 

05 .  6 

61 . 2 

77.4 

41 . 5 

60.  2 

69.7 

1 

Person 

09 . 3 

05.  7 

00 . 0 

07.2 

07.  7 

02.9 

<7 

People 

09 . 3 

06 . 2 

00 . 0 

06.  4 

07 . 7. 

02.,  5 

T 

Peop 1 e 

12.2 

08 . 2 

00.  0 

08.  0 

05 . 3 

02. 8 

4 

to  5  People 

16.8 

0B .  4 

03.  2 

13.  7 

07. 9 

05 .  4 

6 

to  8  People 

20.  6 

03.  5 

00 . 0 

1 0 . 0 

04.8 

04.  6 

9 

or  more  People 

26.  2 

06.8 

19.4 

13.  2 

06.8 

12. 2 

Table  A-15 


Number  of  People  for  Whom  Respondent  Writes  AF'R/QER/ Appr  ai  sal 


- Security  Police- 


- Data  Base 


O  f  f  (7.) 

Enl  (7.) 

Civ  (7.) 

Off  (7.) 

Enl  (7.) 

Civ  (7.) 

n  = 

107 

4795 

40 

12482 

65500 

24579 

None 

07.4 

66 . 7 

85. 0 

51. 8 

66 . 6 

78.  e 

1 

Person 

18.7 

05.9 

00 .  0 

09 . 2 

08.  8 

02.  1 

2 

People 

18.  7 

06 . 4 

00.  0 

06.9 

07 . 9 

0 1 . 9 

T 

Peop 1 e 

15.9 

08.2 

02.5 

07.  1 

05 . 5 

02.  C 

4 

to  5  People 

17.8 

09.  1 

05.  0 

11.2 

06 . 8 

03 . 9 

6 

to  8  P<  jple 

17.8 

02.3 

00  -  0 

08.4 

02 . 4 

03 .  1 

9 

or  more?  People 

03.7 

01.4 

~~r  cr 

U  /  .  U 

05 .  4 

02.  0 

08.2 

rjwwiru  wtr ru  rj  tj  wtj if  u  ■  vwu  w  \J  wv  ■*-■  !  ir'iri'SWfWiWPUi  i  n  J  fc«j! 
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Table  A- 16 

Supervisor  Writes  Respondent's  APR/OER/ Apprai sal 


- Security  Police -  - - - Data  Base - 


Off  (7.) 

Enl  <7.)  Civ  (7.) 

Off  (7.) 

Enl  <7.) 

Civ  (7.) 

n  = 

105 

4738  38 

1 2330 

6475 

23797 

Yes 

79.  1 

75.6 

73.  7 

77.6 

69.9 

//.  9 

No 

13.3 

10.6 

18.4 

14.  1 

19.  3 

09 .  5 

Not  Sure 

07 . 6 

13.8 

07.9 

08.  3 

10.  8 

12.6 

i 

» 

|  Table  A~17 

> 

!  Work  Schedule 


. --Security  Police -  - - — Data  Base 


0  ~ 

Off  (7.) 

1 07 

Enl  (7.) 
4752 

Civ  (7.) 

38 

Off  (7.) 
12389 

Enl  (7.) 
65076 

Civ  (7.) 
24096 

Day  Shift 

47.6 

35.  9 

44.7 

59.  2 

61 . 8 

88.0 

Swxng  Shift 

00 . 0 

02.0 

29.0 

00 . 2 

07 . 8 

03 . 2 

Mid  Shift 

0 1 . 0 

01. 4 

21 . 1 

00.  1 

03.  1 

00 . 7 

_ 

Rotating  Shifts 

29.0 

48.7 

02 . 6 

04.6 

11.0 

04.5 

Irreg  Schedule 

14.0 

10.8 

02.6 

12.  5 

12.  3 

02.  3 

Alot  TDY/on  call 

07.4 

01.2 

00 . 0 

08 . 0 

02.6 

0 1 . 0 

Crew  Schedule 

0 1 . 0 

00.  1 

00 . 0 

15.4 

01.4 

00 .  3 

Table  A-18 


Append i;<  A 


Supervisor  Holds  Group  Meetings 


- Security  Police -  - Data  Base - 


D_  ~ 

Off  ('/.) 
106 

Enl  <"/.) 
4662 

Civ  (7.) 

3 

Off  (7.) 
12366 

Enl  <7.) 
64722 

Civ  (7.) 
24254 

Never 

01.0 

32 . 0 

28.2 

06.6 

15.3 

1 0 .  0 

Occasional  1 y 

21 . 7 

35.  1 

25.6 

23.  0 

33.  7 

34 . 7 

Mon  t  h 1 y 

13.2 

06 . 6 

02.  6 

14.0 

08 ..  9 

1 H .  / 

Weekl y 

55.  6 

09.  1 

10.3 

42.  1 

28 .  7 

30.4 

Dai  .1.  y 

06 . 6 

14.  7 

m 

12.  2 

1  J  .  2 

04 . 4 

Conti nuousl y 

01. 9 

02.5 

00 . 0 

02.  1 

02.2 

0 1 . 0 

Table  A- 19 


Supervisor  Holds  Group  Meetings  to  Solve  Problems 


- Security  Po 


n  = 

Off  (7.) 
104 

Enl  < 7.) 
4654 

Never 

11.5 

37.0 

Occasional  1 y 

38.5 

34.8 

Half  the  time 

31 . 7 

12.0 

A1 ways 

18.3 

16.2 

e . — 

_ 

Data  Base--- 

. 

v  ( 7. ) 

Off  (7.) 

Enl  (7.)  i 

Civ  (7.) 

39 

1 230 1 

64293 

2392 1 

5 1 . 3 

15.4 

24.  1 

24.  1 

20 . 5 

42.6 

40.  1 

44.8 

07.7 

21.8 

17.  1 

15.  4 

20.5 

20.2 

18.  7 

15.7 

44 
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Appendix  A 


Aeronautical  Rating  and  Current  Status 


i  i 

1  ! 

i  i 

1 

1 

1 

1 

j 

1  li 

i 

i  cl 

i 

i 

-Securi ty 
Off  C/.) 

107 

Pol  ice - 

Enl  (7.) 

4753 

- Data 

Oft  (’/.) 

1 2346 

Base . . . 

Enl  (7.) 
64484 

Nonrated , 

not  on  air  crew 

95.3 

93.3 

60.8 

90.  4 

Nonrat ed , 

on  air  crew 

00.  0 

00.8 

02.4 

02.2 

Rated ,  on 

crew/ops  job 

01.0 

00 . 6 

27.4 

01.6 

Rated,  in 

support  job 

03.  7 

05.3 

09.4 

05 . 8 

Table  A -21 

Career  Intent 

- Security  Police - 

- Data  Base- 

Off  (7.)  Enl  <7.)  Civ  (7.) 

Off  (7.)  Enl  (7.) 

Civ  (7.) 

n  =  107  4775  37 

12447  65355 

21158 

Retire  12  Mos 

01. 9 

12.3 

05.  4 

03.4 

03.  2 

06 . 3 

Career 

62.  6 

25.8 

51.4 

51.0 

35  a  5 

51 . 3 

Likely  Career 

21.5 

18.5 

24.3 

K7 

+—  a  vj 

18.8 

23.4 

Maybe  Career 

12.3 

23.2 

16.2 

15.  1 

20.  4 

12.7 

Li kel y  Separate 

01.9 

17.5 

02.  7 

05 . 0 

13.3 

03 . 5 

Separate 

00 .  0 

12.7 

00 . 0 

03 . 0 

08.8 

02.8 

Note:  The  number 

(n)  is  the 

total 

number  of 

valid  responses 

for  the 

f  actor  bei  ng  ex  ami  ned . 
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Table  B-l 


Comparison  of  QAP  Factor  Scores 
Between  Security  Police  and  Other  Officers 


THE  WORK  ITSELF 


Number 

o-f  cases  Mean  SD 


Job  Performance  Goals 
Security  Police  Officers 
Other  Officers 


12131 


-0.38 


1  ask  Characteristics 
Security  Police  Officers 
Other  Officers 


Task  Autonomy 

Security  Police  Officers 

Other  Officers 


Wor k  Repetition 
Security  Police  Officers 
Other  Officers 


Desired  Repetitive/ 

Easy  Tasks 

Security  Police  Officers 
Other  Officers 


Job . Related  Training 

Sec  ur i t  y  Police  Of  f i c er s 
Other  Officers 


104 

4.69 

0.  93 

12029 

4.72 

0.98 

105 

5.21 

1 . 02 

12095 

5 . 35 

0.92 

105 

4.56 

1.42 

12124 

4.56 

1.35 

106 

4.65 

.31 

12315 

4.31 

1.37 

101 

2.35 

1.08 

11954 

2.47 

1.05 

90 

4.61 

1.45 

9765 

4 . 69 

1.48 

12198 


1.52 


12227 


-0 .  00 


12419 


2. 49** 


1205‘ 


-1.  17 


9853 


Approximate  degrees  of  freedom  are  given  when  t-test  for 
groups  with  unequal  variances  is  used. 


*p  <.05. 


**g.  <.01.  ***g.  <.001, 
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Table  B-l  (Continued) 


JOB  ENRICHMENT 


Number 
o-f  cases 


Mean 


SD 


df 


Skill  Variety 
Sec; ur  i  t  y  Po lice 
Other  Officers 


1 2300 


i .  38 


Task  Identity 
Security  Police  Officers 
Other  Officers 


Task  Significance 
Security  Police  Officer* 
Other  Officers 


Job  Feedback 
Security  Police 
Other  Officers 


Need  for  Enrichment 
Security  Police  Officers 
Other  Officers 


Job . Motivation  Index 

Security  Police  Officers 
Other  Officers 


i  107 

5.27 

1 . 33 

1 2395 

5.44 

1.28 

,  1 06 

4.72 

1.36 

12363 

5 .  23 

1.21 

,  107 

6.  12 

1 . 04 

12414 

5.80 

1.25 

i  106 

4.67 

1.33 

12383 

4.89 

1.  18 

101 

6.  19 

0.83 

12109 

6.09 

0.86 

>  1 00 

126.34 

72.20 

11317 

126.42 

67.29 

12467 


-4. 29*** 


10B 


3. 16** 


12487 


-1.92 


1 2208 


1.19 


11415 


-0 . 0 1 


Approximate  degrees  of  freedom  are  given  when  t-test  for 
groups  with  unequal  variances  is  used. 
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Table  B-l  (Continued) 


WORK  GROUP  PROCESS 


- 

Number 
of  cases 

Mean 

SD 

a 

df 

t 

* 

Wor  t  Supj?  or  t 

Security  Police  Officers  103 
Other  Officers  11937 

4.44 

4.55 

1.10 

1.09 

12038 

-1.05 

* 

Manaqement  h.  Suoervision 

Security  Police  Officers  100 
Other  Officers  11685 

5.59 

5.31 

1.18 

1.34 

11783 

2 . 05* 

Suovrv  Communications 

Security  Police  Officers  103- 
Other  Officers  11430 

4.98 

4.86 

1.49 

1.42 

11531 

0.86 

Orqnl  Communications 

Security  Police  Officers  103 
Other  Officers  11542 

5.02 

4.89 

1.39 

1.26 

11643 

1.11 

i 

WORK  GROUP  OUTPUT 

F'r  i  dp 

Security  Police  Officers  106 

Other  Officers  12350 

5.63 

5.48 

1 . 36 
1.39 

" 12454 

t:o9~ . 

Advancement /Recoani t i on 

Security  Police  Officers  100 

Other  Officers  11861 

4.91 

4.58 

1.26 

1.  19 

11959 

2.83** 

• 

Perceived  Productivity 

Security  Police  Officers  100 

Other  Officers  11983 

5.77 

5.77 

0.98 

1.08 

12081 

-0.  02 

- 

Jab  Related  Satisfaction 

Security  Police  Officers  104 

Other  Officers  11163 

5.21 

5.36 

1.27 

1 . 09 

104 

-1.24 

\ 

i 

Gen er a 1  Or  q  Climate 

Security  Police  Officers  101 

Ot her  Of t i cers  11613 

5.45 

5 . 20 

1.31 

1 . 25 

1 1712 

1.93 

f 

1 

& 

Approximate  degrees  of  freedom  are  given  when 
groups  with  unequal  variances  is  used. 

t-test 

for 

*p_  <.05.  **&  <.01.  ***p  <.001. 
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Appendix  B 


Table  B-2 

Comparison  of  DAP  Factor  Scores 
Between  Security  Police  and  Other  Enlisted 


THE  WORK 

ITSELF 

of 

Number- 

cases 

Mean 

SD 

a 

df 

t 

Job  Performance  Goals 
Security  Police  Enlisted 
Other  Enlisted 

4592 

63267 

4.54 

4.  75 

1 . 05 
0.97 

5182 

-13.54** 

Task  Character i sti cs 
Security  Police  Enlisted 
Other  Enlisted 

4401 

62674 

4.46 

5.08 

1 . 22 
0.97 

4799 

-32. B4*** 

Task  Autonomy 

Security  Police  Enlisted 
Other  Enlisted 

4518 

62862 

3.05 

3.89 

1.47 

1 . 40 

5119 

-37. 32*** 

War  k  Repet i t i on 

Security  Police  Enlisted 
Other  Enlisted 

4733 

64612 

5.43 

5.  1  1 

1 . 37 
1.37 

69343 

15.60*** 

Desired  Repetitive/ 

Easv  Tasks 

Security  Police  Enlisted 
Other  Enlisted 

4645 

63431 

3.49 

3.20 

1.59 

1 . 40 

5185 

1 1 . 99*** 

Job  Related  Trainina 
Security  Police  Enlisted 
Other  Enlisted 

4585 

61774 

4.39 

4.48 

1.58 

1.58 

66357 

-3. 96*** 

a 

Approximate  degrees  of  freedom  are  given  when  t-test  for 
groups  with  unequal  variances  is  used. 

*p.  <  .  05.  **&  <  .01.  ***|3  <  .  00 1 . 
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Appendix  B 


Table  B-2  (Continued) 


JOB  ENRICHMENT 


Number 
of  cases 

Mean 

SD 

a 

df 

t 

Skill  Variety 

Security  Police  Enlisted 
Other  Enlisted 

4692 

64583 

3.  89 

4.  65 

1.62 

1 . 43 

5234 

-31 . 17*** 

Task  Identity 

Security  Police  Enlisted 
Other  Enlisted 

4598 

64790 

4.  31 
5.11 

1.52 

1.21 

5020 

-34.87*** 

Task  Sianificance 
Security  Police  Enlisted 
Other  Enlisted 

4744 

65049 

5.  43 
5.72 

1.52 

1.29 

5251 

-12. 55*** 

Job  Feedback 

Security  Police  Enlisted 
Other  Enlisted 

4710 

64884 

4.13 

4.80 

1.47 

1.27 

5231 

-30.89*** 

Need  for  Enrichment 
Security  Police  Enlisted 
Other  Enlisted 

4559 

63052 

5.  IB 

5.  50 

1.46 

1 

X  M 

5028 

-14.28*** 

Job  Motivation  Index 
Security  Police  Enlisted 
Other  Enlisted 

4031 

58660 

69.73 

102.55 

58.96 

62.63 

4677 

-34. 05*** 

a 

Approximate  degrees  of  freedom  are  given  when  t--test  for 
groups  with  unequal  variances  is  used. 

*p  <.05.  **p,  <.01.  ***p  <.001. 
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Appendix  b 


Table  B--2  (Continued) 


WORK  GROUP  PROCESS 


$ 


Number 
of  cases 

Mean 

SD 

a 

df 

Work  Support 

Security  Police  Enlisted 
Other  Enlisted 

4528 

63273 

4.27 

4.55 

1.  18 

1.11 

5117 

-15. 

Manaaement  &  Supervision 
Security  Police  Enlisted 
Other  Enlisted 

4433 

61355 

4.91 

4.89 

1.61 

1 . 57 

657(36 

0 . ' 

Supvry  Communications 
Security  Police  Enlisted 
Other  Enlisted 

4493 

61550 

4.52 

4.51 

1.68 

1.63 

512/ 

0  - 

Oranl  Communications 
Security  Police  Enlisted 
Other  Enlisted 

4345 

60262 

3.98 

4.  40 

1.42 

1.31 

4890 

-19. 

WORK  GROUP  OUTPUT 

Pride 

Security  Police  Enlisted 
Other  Enlisted 

4698 

64454 

4.  47 
4.93 

1.82 

1 . 63 

5259 

-17.' 

Advancement /Recoani t i on 
Security  Police  Enlisted 
Other  En  .1  i  sted 

4564 

62312 

4.12 

4 . 27 

1 . 23 

1.  19 

5209 

-8. 

Perceived  Productivity 
Sec  ur i i y  Pol i c e  En 1 i st ed 
Other  Enlisted 

4990 

62483 

5.  16 
5.  49 

1.41 

1 . 23 

499 1 

-15. 

Job  Related  Sat isf action 

4603 

-21. 

Security  Police  Enlisted 
Other  Enlisted 

4133 

56772 

4.51 
4.  99 

1.37 

1.20 

General  Ora  Climate 
Security  rolice  Enlisted 
Other  Enlisted 

4345 

60202 

3.  96 
4.43 

1.51 

1 . 39 

4885 

-20. 

Approximate  degrees  of 

freedom 

are  given  when 

t -test 

for 

groups  with  unequal  variances  is  used. 
*p  <  •  05 .  **B.  :  ■  0 1 .  ***&  <  .  00 1 . 


Appendix  B 


Table  B-3 

Comparison  of  OAF’  Factor  Scores 
Between  Security  Police  and  Other  Civilians 


THE  WORK  ITSELF 


Number 

o-f  cases  Mean  SD 


t 


Job  Performance  Goals 
Security  Police  Civilians 
Other  Civilians 

38 

23455 

4.42 

4.86 

1.29 

1 . 00 

37 

-2. 10* 

Task  Characteristics 
Security  Police  Civilians 
Other  Civilians 

39 

23176 

4.63 

u .  1 

1.25 

0.95 

38 

-3. 40** 

Task  Autonomy 

Security  Police  Civilians 
Other  Civilians 

39 

23644 

3.66 

4.58 

1.85 

1.35 

38 

-3. 12** 

Work  Repetition 

Security  Police  Civilians 
Other  Civilians 

40 

24151 

5.  16 
4.65 

1 . 30 
1.43 

24189 

2. 27** 

Desired  Repetitive/ 

Easy  Tasks 

Security  Police  Civilians 
Other  Civilians 

38 

23611 

3.22 

3 . 09 

1.87 

1 . 40 

37 

0.  44 

Job  Related  Trainina 
Security  Police  Civilians 
Other  Civilians 

37 

2 1 923 

3.61 

4.48 

1.99 

1.67 

21958 

-3. 15*** 

a 

Approximate  degrees  of  freedom  are  given  when  t~test  for 
groups  with  unequal  variances  is  used. 


Append i;-;  b 


Table  B~3  (Continued) 


JOB  ENRICHMENT 


Number 
o-f  cases 

Mean 

SD 

a 

df  t 

Skill  Variety 

Security  Police  Civilians 
Other  Civilians 

40 

24109 

4.24 

5.08 

1.64 
l  .  37 

24 1 47 

--3. 90**  * 

Task  Identity 

Sec ur i t  y  Po lice  C i vi 1 i an s 
Other  Civilians 

40 
241 68 

4.54 

5.34 

1 . 83 

1 .  1  7 

39 

. 2.  6/«  <• 

Task  Siani-f  icance 

Security  Police  Civilians 
Other  Civilians 

39 

24222 

5 . 53 
5.71 

1.48 

1.26 

24259 

-0 . 94 

Job  Feedback 

Security  Police  Civilians 
Other  Civilians 

40 

*^4  *^2  2 

4.  19 

5 . 06 

1.73 

1.27 

39 

-3. 18** 

Need  for  Enrichment 
Security  Police  Civilians 
Other  Civilians 

38 

23386 

5.  67 
5.  70 

1 . 53 

1 .  18 

37 

-0.  1 1 

J ob  Mot  i  vat  i  on  T.  ndex 
Security  Police?  Civilians 

36 

97.96 

89.81 

35 

--2.  72*  * 

Other  Civilians  21655  131.29  70.35 


a 

Approximate  degrees  of  -freedom  are  given  when  t-test  -for 
groups  with  unequal  variances  is  used. 

*[3  <  .  05 .  **£.  <  .  0 1 .  ***g_  <  .  00 1 . 
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Append  i:-'  B 


Table  B-3  (Continued) 


WORK  GROUP  PROCESS 


of 

Number 

cases 

Mean 

SD 

C?. 

df 

t 

Wor  l-  Suppor  .t 

37 

-1.11 

Security  Police  Civilians 

38 

4 . 40 

1 . 46 

Other  Civilians 

23424 

4.67 

1.11 

Manaqement  2<  Supervision 

37 

-1.61 

Security  Police  Civilians 

38 

4.42 

2.  13 

Other  Civilians 

22748 

4.98 

1 . 64 

Suovrv  Communications 

22736 

-2. 30** 

Security  Police  Civilians 

36 

3.  92 

2.08 

Other  Civilians 

22702 

4.57 

1.71 

Oranl  Communications 

34 

-3. 17** 

Security  Police  Civilians 

35 

3.  56 

1.96 

Other  Civilians 

4.61 

1.41 

WORK""  GROUP  OUTPUT 


Pr  l  de 


Security  Police  Civilians 
Cther  Ci vi i l ans 

Advancement/Recoqni ti on 

40 

24150 

4.78 

5.  42 

1 . 93 

1 . 45 

Secur 

ity  Police  Civilians 

37 

2.95 

1.26 

Other 

Ci vi 1 i ans 

22493 

3.  79 

1.34 

Perceived  Productivity 

Security  Police  Civilians 

39 

4.89 

1.59 

0 1:  h  er 

Ci vi 1 i ans 

27.7,20 

5.  64 

1 . 25 

•  Job  R<  >  1  at ed  Sat  i  sf  ac t.  i  on 

!  '•<  ><  ur 

1 1  y  Pol i ce  Ci vi 1 i ans 

38 

4.  79 

1 . 47 

lit  her 

C i vi 1 i ans 

21927 

5.42 

1. .  08 

Gener 

a l  Or q  Climate 

Secur 

ity  Police  Civilians 

34 

3.96 

1.64 

Other 

Ci vi 1 i ans 

22262 

4.78 

1.39 

39 


528 


38 


3  7 


22298 


-2.  13** 


-3. 83*** 


-2.  95** 


•2. 68** 


■3.  46** 


a 

Approximate  degrees  of  -freedom  are  given  when  t-test  for 
groups  with  unequal  variances  is  used. 

*p.  <.05.  **a  <-01.  ***BL  <.001. 
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ORGANIZATIONAL  ASSESSMENT 
PACKAGE  SURVEY 


FACTORS 

AND 

VARIABLES 


JANUARY  1986 


LEADERSHIP  AND  MANAGEMENT  DEVELOPMENT  CENTER 

AIR  UNIVERSITY  57 

Maxwell  Air  Force  Base,  Alabama  36112-5712 


firm  1i  Famli  <»Wl«*Nl»tttJ»Yl70*M71**i7t 

.g.Y20«*YM7*YM*.W0»»»N0 


**  a 


=  *5  * 

!  r»  * 

*  t 

i 


i*  f2 


;  ?i  *s 

*t  rt  4 


**  15 

!t  !*J  >. 

s«  r*  *v 


>* 


si 

ii  IB  i 

xx  x.s 


a  »  r 


qi  n\ 

all  xil 


xa  xit 


8  m  X  S 


i 


X  . 


s 


it 

n 


•» 

I 


e»!|f! 

1 1  mill 


asstst 
r  assess 

1 

5 

I 

f  852525 


I 

»r  « 

li 


] 


SI 

$.* 

*! 


u«i 
M  - 

Ii 

u 


!  Ii  * 


Bill 
st  I  i  I  | 

i;  is  t  i  I 

J1  fit  4  * 

it  It  I  t  i 

*;  i;  i  t  i. 

..  «*  I  M »  «  M|| 

is  i:  IS  St  H  Sr 

"2  -I  8*  St  8  S  88  &s 

Ss  |  |S  8*  3*  3S  -S 
I  If  H  U 
SI  ss  si  si  si  si 


S  III 
«L 

5if 
ill  * 
jit 


*  a 


J  id 

1  III  S  3  S  5 


i 

s 

« 

I 

8 

i 

i 

I 


X 

i 

x 

I 

I 

S 

I 

8 


l 

l 

* 

« 

I 

Ii 

as  • 

5* 
n 

i  if 

r  il 


«  * 


ills  s 


*>3 


F«nwl«  (  (MO*60l<a02>/))*t|}*M4 


•*.Vi 

*'*-1 


•j*wh 

*<:»!« 


i  lit  if 


v 

-1 

•  s» 

i  ft 


H. . 


I 

X  !  5 


till 


2  I  8  l 


£  »  S 
.  .  3 

5  !  -  f 

ill5 


i  It  !  <4  I  I  i  ! 


:  *  a  a  a  a  :  » 


>  S  8  S  8  8  5  5 


2  i  £  2  8  2222 


■  /  •.  *»**  7*f  >  1  •?  *r.3  *ySi  *ut  **: 


TTMV*"*  ' 


Tkl«  wlablo  If  M  tlMoot  of  ’Jo*  l«rlMiKtf*  (not  «  fUtlftl<«l  ftctar) 


